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MEMORANDUM DECISION 

 
Judge Eppich authored the decision of the Court, in which Presiding Judge 
Vásquez and Chief Judge Eckerstrom concurred. 
 

 
E P P I C H, Judge: 
 

¶1 Following a jury trial, appellant Richard Mendoza Jr. was 
convicted of two counts of first-degree burglary and six counts of 
prohibited possession.  The trial court sentenced him to concurrent and 
consecutive prison terms totaling 29.75 years.  This court affirmed his 
convictions in 2016, but vacated his sentences, concluding some terms were 
improperly ordered to be served consecutively.  State v. Mendoza, No. 2 CA-
CR 2015-0115 (Ariz. App. Apr. 7, 2016) (mem. decision).  The trial court 
resentenced Mendoza, ordering a different combination of concurrent and 
consecutive sentences that again totaled 29.75 years’ imprisonment.  
  
¶2 On appeal from resentencing, counsel has filed a brief in 
compliance with Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), and State v. Clark, 
196 Ariz. 530 (App. 1999), stating he has reviewed the record and “has been 
unable to find any arguably meritorious issue to raise on appeal.”  Counsel 
has asked us to search the record for fundamental error.  Mendoza has not 
filed a supplemental brief. 

 
¶3 Pursuant to our obligation under Anders, we have searched 
the record for fundamental, reversible error in regard to Mendoza’s 
sentences and have found none.  See A.R.S. §§ 13-703(J), 13-708, 13-1508, 13-
3102(A)(4), (M).  Therefore, the sentences are affirmed.  


